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I Introduction 

The study of foreign policy is a boundary problem in at least 
two respects. To the policy-maker, the political commentator 
and the student alike, foreign policy is that area of politics 
which bridges the all-important boundary between the nation
state and its international environment - the boundary which 
defines the nation-state, within the limits of which national 
governments claim supreme authority. To the student the 
study of foreign policy also straddles the boundary between 
two academic disciplines: the study of domestic government 
and politics, commonly called Political Science, and the largely 
separate study of international politics and diplomacy, com
monly called International Relations. Both of these aspects of 
the problem have given a certain distinctiveness, and a certain 
peculiar difficulty, to the study (as well as to the practice) of 
foreign policy. 

The purpose of this essay is to explore some of the features of 
this border region: to guide the student through the problems 
discussed in the relevant academic literature, with comments 
and examples to aid him where he may risk losing his way. In 
this attempt the crude and sketchy nature of the maps avail
able, the thinness of the literature on foreign policy both in 
terms of theoretical approaches and in terms of available 
case studies, presents an awkward obstacle. A further difficulty 
lies in the extent and diversity of the terrain to be covered, in 
discussing an area which differs in its characteristics and its 
importance from state to state, in attempting to compare what 
some would regard as the incomparable. The nature of the 
foreign policy process, indeed the whole problem of foreign 
policy, is clearly of a different order in democratic states from 
that in non-democratic states, in developed countries from 
that in deVeloping countries, in great powers or medium 
powers from that in small or weak states. 

7 

www.urdukutabkhanapk.blogspot.com



There is, nevertheless, a sufficient degree of similarity in the 
problems faced and the characteristics displayed to support 
an introductory discussion. Where characteristics diverge too 
sharply, the emphasis in this essay will tend towards great or 
medium powers rather than smaller, towards developed rather 
than developing countries, and towards democratic rather 
than non-democratic states. But many of the underlying 
problems, of policy definition, of boundary maintenance or 
of resource allocation, are faced· in one form or other by all 
states. In what follows, the nature of the problem is first 
explored. The pressures and restraints of the international 
environment on states' foreign policy predicaments are then 
considered. In the third section the pattern of foreign policy
making and the definition of foreign policy goals and interests 
will be discussed. Section 4 discusses the domestic context of 
foreign policy, and the final section considers the impermea
bility or permeability of the boundaries which nation-states 
struggle, through their foreign policy, to protect. The essay is 
addressed more to the student of comparative politics than to 
those who are already versed in the study of the international 
system. But it may be hoped that it will be useful to both. 

The separation of foreign policy from domestic policy is 
fundamental to the traditional concept of the nation-state. 
Domestic politics take place within the secure boundaries 
provided by the sovereign authority; the ultimate powers of 
decision over every area of domestic policy rest unchallenged 
(in theory at least) with the sovereign authority. International 
politics, as the word implies, is politics between states. Here 
states have no sure prospect that their decisions will prevail, 
and must contend for their interests with other equally sover
eign entities. In such extra-domestic affairs, it has long been 
understood, only states themselves, only those holding supreme 
domestic authority and those authorised to speak on their 
behalf, can have political relations with each other. The state 
is the guardian of its citizens' interests, or of what is often 
collectively termed the national interest, in the international 
sphere, and the only legitimate channel through which those 
interests can be expressed. 

The interests at stake in foreign policy are also fundamental 
to the idea of the nation-state. Protection of the national 
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territory from foreign threats and foreign invasion, control 
of the national boundaries to limit the importation of foreign 
influences or foreign goods which might undermine the safety 
or the prosperity of the state, the continual and necessary 
assertion of its independence in its dealings with other states, 
are central considerations of national survival. The language 
of foreign policy, too, is closely linked to the language of 
nationhood and national purpose. Statesmen have commonly 
talked, to domestic and to foreign audiences, about their 
country's 'place in the world', or have boasted or worried about 
their nation's 'international standing'; while publicists and 
politicians have played on citizens' loyalties with references to 
their nation's 'way of life' and the need to protect it from 
corrupting foreign influences. Foreign policy questions, then, 
may be seen as too central to the survival of the state to be 
left to the same interplay of forces as domestic policies, too 
closely associated with the basic values of nationhood to be an 
appropriate subject for partisan debate and factional advantage. 

It is hardly surprising, therefore, that foreign policy has 
been treated by political theorists, by constitution-makers, and 
by politicians as a separate and special area, which must be 
one of the first concerns of any government. For Hobbes, 'the 
right of making war and peace with other nations and common
wealths; that is to say, of judging when it is for the public 
good, and how great forces are to be assembled, armed, and 
paid for that end' was one of the essential powers annexed to 
the sovereign.1 For Locke, 'the power of war and peace, 
leagues and alliances, and all the transactions with all persons 
and communities without the commonwealth' constituted the 
'federative' power, which must 'necessarily be left to the 
prudence and wisdom of those whose hands it is in to be 
managed for the public good'. 2 In European states in the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries foreign policy was clearly 
a prerogative matter, reserved to the Crown. For the new states 
like the United States of America, writing their constitutions 
to guard against the dominance of monarchical power which 
they saw in Europe, executive control over foreign policy and 
defence was nevertheless considered essential to effective 
national government.3 

This view of foreign policy as a separate and special area 
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of government, linked to the security and the fundamental 
values of the state, retains much of its force today. The con
stitution of the French Fifth Republic, for instance, begins 
its enumeration of the powers of the President by charging 
him (in Article 5) 'to ensure respect for the constitution', 
to provide for 'the continuity of the State', and to protect 'the 
independence of the nation, the integrity of its territory, 
[and] respect for treaties and Community agreements'. It 
also makes him responsible for the negotiation of treaties 
(Article 52), and even in limited circumstances responsible 
for their ratification.4 In almost all democratic countries there 
is a widely-held belief that foreign policy ought to be insulated 
from the rough-and-tumble of domestic debate, that bipartisan 
policies should be sought by both government and opposition, 
that politics should stop at the water's edge; that continuity in 
foreign policy, wherever possible, should be ensured even 
when governments change.5 Conversely, opposition to a gov
ernment's foreign policy is commonly seen as more disloyal, 
more subversive to the state, than opposition on domestic 
issues. In almost all governments foreign policy is reserved to 
the executive branch, and effective powers are concentrated in 
the hands of a few men.6 It is characteristic of the foreign 
policy process that a greater degree of secrecy, of concern 
for confidentiality and the need to avoid breaches of security, 
is observed by those involved. This in itself places a peculiar 
barrier in the way of the would-be student of foreign policy: 
that the practice of foreign policy is more shrouded in secrecy, 
that access to material is more difficult to obtain, than in almost 
any other area of politics. 

The separation of the study of international politics from the 
study of domestic politics is reflected in the concepts commonly 
accepted in the two disciplines, the literature of academic 
study and the subjects chosen for study, even in the depart
mental structure of many teaching institutions. In studying 
international politics there has been a tendency to treat the 
objectives and the domestic environment of states as given 
factors. In studying comparative politics there has been a far 
more general tendency to treat the international environment 
as given, or even to ignore it altogether. It is hardly surprising, 
therefore, that the study of foreign policy, as 'a continuous 
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process that bridges the analytical barriers between the inter
national and domestic political systems', 7 has suffered from 
both a poverty of theoretical concepts and a relative neglect 
of detailed research. Loose concepts like 'national character', 
'national interest' and 'national mood' still occur in academic 
writings on foreign policy, though long since discarded in 
favour of more precise terms elsewhere. There remains a 
disturbing lack of clarity, or even an active disagreement, 
among both academic students and practitioners about the 
definition and characteristics of many aspects of the field. 

A preliminary difficulty concerns what is meant by the term 
'foreign policy', and what areas of political activity it is taken 
as covering. For some, the term implies a stable set of attitudes 
towards the international environment, an implicit or explicit 
plan about a country's relationship with the outside world: 
'a conscious image of what is or ought to be the country's 
place in the world, or some general guiding principles or 
attitudes determining or influencing decisions on specific 
issues' . 8 It was in this sense that General de Gaulle could 
accuse the Fourth Republic of having no foreign policy - no 
clear conception of its aims in international politics, or of the 
means by which to achieve them. For others, the term implies 
rather a field of related but distinct actions and issues, in 
which 'there neither is nor can be foreign policy in general';9 
in which policy is formulated in a disjointed fashion, largely in 
response to immediate pressures and events, in a number of 
separate structures and issue areas. Those who hold the former 
view, offoreign policy as 'high policy', are concerned primarily 
with diplomacy and the threat (and occasional use) offorce as 
characteristic forms of foreign policy behaviour, to which a 
number of other areas offoreign relations are or may on occasion 
be subordinated. Those who hold the latter view, noting that 
wars or threats of force are exceptional rather than normal 
events in international relations, and that political calculations 
cover a much wider range of a country's foreign relations 
than national security and territorial integrity, are inclined 
to include in their definition of foreign policy commercial 
relations, the regulation of international commerce and travel, 
emigration and immigration, cultural policy, external invest
ment and so on. This raises a difficult problem of definition 
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which we will reserve for fuller discussion later. It will suffice 
here to note that one's definition of whether some aspect of a 
country's foreign relations is or is not political is largely sub
jective; depending on one's view of the structure and pattern 
of policy-making in that country, or one's appreciation of 
its political impact on the foreign countries affected.10 

A second difficulty concerns the definition of the actors in 
international politics. We commonly talk about international 
politics as the politics of states themselves; we refer to Russian 
foreign policy, or America's attitude towards China. 'For 
almost all intents and purposes the state acts for the society 
internationally, and internal matters relating to foreign 
affairs are a state prerogative.'ll Foreign ministers and am
bassadors act in the name of the state, and deal with representa
tives of other states. Yet to talk of 'states' as such is clearly 
too crude, and leads easily to mistaken assumptions about the 
bases offoreign states' behaviour. IS Governments make foreign 
policy in the context of domestic as well as international 
pressures; we must therefore look at the institutional structure 
by which governments make and implement their foreign 
policies, and arguably at the whole domestic political process 
as it affects their policy-making. Description of international 
politics as politics between states also obscures the extent to 
which organisations other than governments effectively act 
politically in the international arena. Stalin, for instance, is 
said to have dismissed the Vatican's claim to international 
authority with the derisive question 'How many divisions 
has the Pope?' But military force is not the only available 
resource in international politics; and it is hard to deny that 
the Roman Catholic Church has on occasion been an effective 
source of political influence and initiative. Other international 
religious and social bodies, international companies and 
arguably some international organisations also on occasion 
deal direct with national governments as effectively indepen
dent sources of initiative. 

A third area of uncertainty concerns the objectives which 
governments follow, or should follow, in conducting foreign 
policy. For some writers, the goals of foreign policy-makers 
are clear and simply defined. 'Whatever the ultimate aims of 
international politics, power is always the immediate aim. 
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Statesmen and peoples may ultimately seek freedom, security, 
prosperity or power itself. • • . But whenever they strive to 
realise their goal by means of international politics, they do so 
by striving for power.'13 States, these writers argue, pursue 
their national interest in foreign policy, and their national 
interest can be defined as the maximisation of national power. 
For others, the pattern of objectives which policy-makers pur
sue are considerably more complicated, and generally a good 
deal less coherent. Considerations of prestige, economic gain 
and domestic advantage, as well as of national security, form 
part of 'that apparently single thing, the country's foreign 
policy' .14 It is therefore more appropriate, to these writers, to 
talk of interests rather than of a single national interest; to 
look for a number of separate and often conflicting objectives 
rather than for a single overriding operational goal. 

A fourth area of disagreement concerns the relationship 
between foreign policy and the domestic political process. 'In 
the traditional conception . . • the domestic structure is taken 
as given; foreign policy begins where domestic policy ends.'lli 
Foreign policy is assumed to be, at least in stable and well
governed states, an executive function, in the making of 
which the normal pattern of domestic political conflict plays 
little part. The importance writers place on the role of domestic 
politics in the formation of foreign policy depends partly 
on whether they approach their subject from the viewpoint 
of its role within the national political system or within the 
international system. Those who treat the subject as an aspect 
of international politics tend, partly in order to contain the 
spread of what they must cover, to limit their attention to 
governments and foreign offices, and to regard the domestic 
context as one of the background factors to policy-making.16 

Students of foreign policy-making from the viewpoint of 
'the role the domestic social and political environment plays in 
influencing, perhaps determining, foreign policy'17 tend to see 
partisan conflict, interest-group pressure and elite opinion 
as rather more central to the formulation of policy in this area. 
Not surprisingly, the former are rather more inclined to look 
for (and often to find) continuity and coherence in a country's 
foreign policy, and the latter more inclined to discern com
promise and incoherence. There is a parallel here with the 
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tendency of statesmen andjournalists to assume that the actions 
of other states are entirely the responsibility of their foreign 
offices, even though they appreciate the diverse and often 
uncoordinated domestic origins of their own country's actions 
abroad; or to interpret the actions of other states (the Soviet 
Union, for instance, as seen by many Western policy-makers) 
as part of a coherent long-term plan, while they see their own 
policy as a series of poorly co-ordinated reactions to immediate 
crises. 

There is a further disagreement over the degree of similarity 
or distinctiveness between the foreign policy process and the 
domestic political process. For some writers the difficult and 
uncertain process of 'implementing' foreign policy in the inter
national arena sharply distinguishes governmental activity 
in this field from the more certain 'execution' of domestic policy.18 
For others the delicacy of touch and expertise which are 
particularly needed in the foreign policy area, and the unhappy 
experience of public involvement and intervention in foreign 
policy-making in democratic countries, require its separation and 
insulation from the domestic process. Others discern a pattern 
of convergence, in which 'as foreign affairs have increasingly 
commanded the attention of government, foreign and domestic 
problems have taken on a greater similarity', with the result 
that 'foreign policy has acquired the attributes of domestic 
policy' .19 

A still further disagreement concerns the relationship bet
ween foreign policy and the domestic politics of other states. 
Students of comparative politics commonly write about national 
political systems as if they were almost unaffected by external 
influences. Almond and Coleman's conceptual framework for 
the comparison of national systems does not include any vari
able dealing with external influence or behaviour.20 Yet 
foreign intervention in the domestic political process, and dom
estic awareness of foreign states' interest in internal political 
decisions, are ancient phenomena in national politics; and 
writers on foreign policy are coming increasingly to look for 
links between the external policy of a state and foreign influences 
on its domestic political process. 

Behind many of these disagreements lie differing conceptions 
of the character and development of the contemporary inter-
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national system. Some observers are impressed with the strength 
of forces for change in the international system, and see the 
dominance of international politics by nation-states, or even 
the viability of nation-states as systems controlling the flow 
of political relations across their boundaries, as being pro
gressively weakened. Others are more impressed by the stability 
of the international system and the continuing vitality of the 
autonomous state, and conclude that 'the existing historical 
system of states will not be much modified, let alone superseded, 
in our time'. 21 One's view of the nature of the external environ
ment and the permeability or impermeability of national 
boundaries clearly must affect one's interpretation of the 
factors which influence the making of foreign policy. 

One last area of disagreement may be mentioned, over the 
utility or non-utility of recent theoretical developments in the 
study and analysis of foreign policy to the policy-maker him
self. Much of the impetus behind the development of the 
discipline of international politics has been to improve the 
effectiveness, or the far-sightedness (or, for some, the moral 
quality), of national policy-making in this field, stimulated by 
the policy-making failures which contributed to the outbreak 
of the First and Second World Wars, and by the development 
of nuclear weapons as an overwhelming threat to the survival 
of states and of the whole international system.22 Developments 
in the study oflarge organisations and of the administrative pro
cess, aided in recent years by the advent of the computer 
and the consequent ability to store and analyse large quanti
ties of data, have provided new theoretical frameworks for 
the examination of the policy-making process and of the options 
open to the policy-maker. Most governments remain largely 
unaware of these new insights, and few foreign offices have yet 
made use of them at all. Their academic advisers are divided 
on whether governments would be wiser to adopt new methods 
to any degree, or to be content with more well-tried and 
traditional methods of policy-making. 

It must be emphasised that it is not only academics who are 
divided in their understanding of the nature of foreign policy 
and of the international system. Their differing conceptions 
are mirrored in the divergent attitudes of the policy-makers 
themselves. President de Gaulle's opposition to the Kennedy 
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Administration's plans for Atlantic co-operation, and to the 
kind of European community towards which Dutch, Belgian 
and German policy-makers were moving, was not based 
simply on a narrow or nationalistic view of French interests: 
it was rooted also in a conception of the international system 
and of the interests of states which differed in several important 
respects from the assumptions which guided American and 
other policy-makers. Similarly, the current British debate over 
the advantages or disadvantages of entry into the European 
Community revolves, at bottom, as much around differing 
conceptions of the significance of changes in the international 
system and the possibility (or impossibility) of pursuing an 
effective and independent foreign policy outside the Commun
ity as much as it revolves around calculations of economic 
advantage. The 'reality' which academics and policy-makers 
perceive, of the viability or non-viability of the nation-state, of 
the underlying continuity or transformation of the contempor
ary international system, or of the relationship between domestic 
politics and foreign policy, is itself a matter of dispute. The 
remainder of this essay attempts to set out some of the main 
areas of debate. 
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2 The International 
Environment 

Foreign policy may be seen either as a state's policy towards 
its international environment, or as a part of that international 
environment - a factor, among others, in the international 
system. The characteristic which distinguishes foreign policy 
from domestic policy is that it is intended to affect, and is limited 
by, factors outside the national political system as well as 
within it. Students of foreign policy are all agreed in stressing 
the importance of the international environment in limiting 
the choice of alternatives available to policy-makers. They 
are not agreed, however, on how compelling the pressures of 
external circumstances are - to what extent a nation's foreign 
policy is determined by its external position, to what extent 
still open to choice or to manreuvre - or on the weight that 
should be given to external, as opposed to internal, factors in 
the making of foreign policy. 

Determinist interpretations of a state's alternatives in foreign 
policy, based on geopolitical or Marxist views of international 
politics, are now largely discredited. Of contemporary writers 
the 'realist' school, whose best-known representative is Hans 
Morgenthau, comes nearest to a determinist interpretation, 
based on their understanding of the nature of the international 
system and of the forces that move states.23 Most other writers 
on international politics consider the external situation a 
more compelling factor in the formulation of foreign policy 
than domestic pressures: if not determining the course of 
policy, then at least severely limiting the options open to the 
policy-maker. 'The eternal experience of Ministers is to find 
that their choices are predetermined', above all by 'the intract
able facts of international life'. 'Effective freedom in foreign 
affairs ... is capacity to choose between relatively few options.'24 
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It is the compelling force of the international environment, 
and the slow-changing characteristics of that environment, 
which are seen as largely accounting for the stability and con
tinuity of foreign policy. Others, particularly those who 
approach the subject from the point of view of national 
case studies, are more inclined to balance external and internal 
factors, and to stress that foreign policy decisions 'are products 
of internal responses to both external factors and domestic 
political considerations operating in dynamic interrelation or 
as discrete variables' .25 

The international environment limits the policy-maker's 
choices in a number of ways. A state's geographical position 
is the most permanent limiting factor. No British government 
over the last four hundred years 4as been able to ignore the 
importance of the Channel approaches to British security; 
successive governments have therefore taken a close interest 
in the control of the Low Countries. For France the lack of a 
secure natural boundary to the north and east, and for Russia 
the lack of a secure natural boundary to the west, made 
concern with the Rhineland and with Poland a central and 
enduring feature of their foreign policies. The power of other 
states - their population, military and economic strength, 
their control of vital natural resources - and the balance of 
national power in the international system are also strong and 
relatively stable limiting factors. For France the population 
and the economic and military potential of Germany made 
relations with Germany the crucial problem of her foreign 
policy. For the Soviet Union the population and potential 
of China, facing the relatively empty regions of Siberia, 
imply a concern with Chinese foreign policy prior to and 
transcending ideological considerations.26 Less permanent 
limiting factors include the attitudes and outlook of other states 
towards the international system and towards the state itself: 
amenable to influence, subject to change, but still relatively 
stable and slow-changing. The foreign policy attitudes of 
other states are, of necessity, crucial factors in the external 
situation which faces any policy-maker.27 

These environmental factors, it is argued, alone severely 
limit the strategic choices open to policy-makers. The economic 
exhaustion of Europe at the end of the Second World War, 
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together with the foreign policy outlook of the Soviet Union, 
created a situation in which the United States, for instance, 
'simply had to fill the vacuum. The freedom of choice President 
Truman had was strictly limited: it concerned the moment and 
the manner in which America's taking up the challenge would 
be demonstrated.'28 

If geography and the resources and foreign policy attitudes 
of other states limit the range of strategic choice, other less 
permanent external factors limit the range of immediate 
choices open to the policy-maker. The Hobbesian view of the 
international environment as a state of anarchy without any 
societal restraints has few adherents today; the 'realist' school, 
with their pessimistic view of human nature and politics, are 
the most disillusioned about the strength of international 
restraints on national behaviour.29 For most writers the inter
national system can be better characterised as a society~ 
primitive perhaps, but with understood and largely obeyed 
customs and rules acting as restraints upon national policy
makers.30 The social restraints provided by the international 
system may be grouped under three headings: international 
opinion, or 'world opinion'; international mores, or shared 
values on acceptable and unacceptable behaviour; and inter
national law. 

The idea of international public opinion as a positive and 
independent global force was widely received by statesmen 
and students in the years after the First World War. The 
Second World War, and the unsuccessful attempts of both 
sides in the Cold War to appeal to 'the good sense of mankind' 
against the stupidity or villainy of governments, have almost 
driven the concept out of academic discourse. 'Modern 
history has not recorded an instance of a government having 
been deterred from some foreign policy by the spontaneous 
reaction of a supra-national public opinion.'31 Yet it is difficult 
to deny that generally-held conceptions of acceptable and 
unacceptable international behaviour do act as restraints on 
foreign policies, or that these conceptions change considerably 
over time. At the height of the nineteenth-century scramble 
for empire, for instance, the acquisition of colonies was con
sidered a legitimate and prestigious foreign policy objective; 
the retention of colonial territory, even the attempted retention 
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of colonial influence in formally independent states, is now 
considered improper by almost all states. This change in inter
national mores has come about partly through developments 
in domestic attitudes in the leading states, partly. through a 
revolution in the attitudes of the former colonial peoples, and 
partly through the positive efforts of states to affect the climate 
of international opinion over a long period.32 If certain con
ceptions of acceptable behaviour act as restraints at the global 
level, even during a period of acute international conflict 
between groups of states with sharply differing values, then it 
is to be expected that similar conceptions should act more 
powerfully at the regional level: both because shared values 
and a sense of community are likely to be higher, and because 
a higher level of interdependence makes sanctions short of 
war more readily available. Public opinion in the Netherlands 
or Denmark is likely to have greater effect, through their 
governments, on the policies of Greece or Spain, for instance, 
than it will have on those of Brazil; not only because the widely
accepted beliefin a European 'community' gives to both sides a 
greater sense of common involvement, but also because Greece 
and Spain stand to lose both prestige and economic advantage 
from exclusion from the European community. 'Moral res
traints clearly operate much more effectively in the relations 
among friends and allies than among adversaries', 33 or among 
states whose range of contacts is more limited. 

The role of international law as setting limits to foreign 
policy alternatives is rather clearer - though emphases differ 
as to whether it is honoured more in the breach than in the ob
servance, depending on whether writers are more concerned 
with the day-to-day transactions of international affairs or 
with those less regular but more vital transactions which 
involve the threat or the use offorce.34 'International law gets 
its sanction - that is, the equivalent of a significant probability 
of enforcement - from the significant probable cost of breaking 
it.'35 The degree of mutual advantage which states derive 
from observance of common rules provides a powerful inhi
bition against ignoring those rules; though states naturally 
do their best to interpret the rules in the most favourable light 
for their own interests. 

A further source of external restraints is to be found in a 
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state's external commitments: its alliances and treaty obliga
tions, its foreign investment and trading interests, its citizens 
resident abroad. The wider a state's foreign commitments, the 
more limited is its freedom of action in foreign policy; its 
involvement and interest in the existing international system 
make it necessarily a defender of the status quO.36 Conversely 
a state without extensive foreign interests is much freer to 
pursue de stabilising, or 'aggressive', foreign policies. 

Yet it is too simple to say that these restraints are wholly 
determining. It may be, as some writers suggest, that they set 
narrow bounds to the foreign policy states ought to pursue; 
but observably states have often ignored these limits. It is, rather, 
that there are larger risks and costs involved in ignoring 
restraints than in working within them. The United States did 
not, in any ultimate sense, have to take on a world role in 1947; 
but the risks of not doing so seemed, to American policy-makers, 
to be far greater to American interests abroad and to the stabil
ity of the international system than were the domestic costs of 
reversing the run-down of her armed services and retaining a 
large defence budget. Considerations of domestic advantage 
may, on occasion, override external restraints. In 1964 the 
British government broke regional and global treaty obliga
tions by imposing a 15 per cent surcharge on imports, taking 
the risk that this would damage its relations with its trading 
partners in order to achieve what British policy-makers con
sidered a more important domestic gain, in giving the national 
economy temporary protection. External restraints, then, are 
balanced against domestic restraints in the formulation of 
foreign policy. What direction of policy is in the national 
interest in any specific situation is not determined by the inter
national environment, but remains to be decided by those 
responsible for policy. 

The policy-maker's view of the restraints placed upon him by 
the international environment will naturally be influenced by 
his interpretation of the basic characteristics of that environ
ment. The predominant contemporary conceptions of the 
characteristics of the international system are rooted in the 
international system of the eighteenth and nineteenth cen
turies: a system of sovereign states within secure national 
boundaries, whose political relations were characterised by 
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diplomacy, limited war, and occasional aspects of trade
in contrast to the medieval international system, based on 
hierarchical loyalties, often overlapping each other, within 
the single entity of Christendom, concerned as much with 
questions of religious orthodoxy, or legitimacy or personal 
succession, as with occasional diplomacy or trade. Underlying 
changes, in the development of urbanised and educated 
industrial societies, with consequent mass involvement in 
domestic politics; in economic growth and technological 
development, with the consequent emergence of an interde
pendent international economy and with interconnected revo
lutions in transport, in communications, in weaponry and 
warfare; in the expansion of Europe and the revolt of the non
European world, with the consequent development, for the 
first time in history, of a fully global international system; 
these have transformed the basis of the international system in 
the last century.37 Yet the forms of the nineteenth-century 
system, sovereign states interacting through diplomacy, remain. 
The problem, for policy-makers and for students, is to assess 
the implications of these underlying changes for the forms of 
the international system; both in their effect on states' freedom 
of action, perhaps even on their viability as independent 
political entities, and in their implications for the future 
development of the system. 

Part of the problem is to discern what sort of effect these 
continuing changes are likely to have on the nation-state and 
the international system, and to predict whether we are still 
in a period of rapid change or are at last reaching a stable 
plateau. Looking at some indicators, the system appears in 
balance. 'The world distribution of power has been more 
stable since 1945 than at any time since the 1890s. Other 
developments since 1945 [for instance, the development of nuc
lear weapons, creating a new balance of "absolute power"] 
have, moreover, made the present stability more solid than 
that of earlier times.'38 Looking at the end of European 
dominance and the great upheaval of de co Ionisation, it seems 
that 'the present period marks with unusual clarity the end of 
an era in world affairs'. 39 Looking at the implications of the 
technological and political changes which have taken place 
since 1945, on the other hand, the present outlook and habits 
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of interaction of states appear to lag behind the requirements 
of the international system.40 Looking ahead in the light of 
'the necessities of economic and technological progress', it 
seems unlikely that the nation-state will be able to cope with 
the pressure ofinternal demands and external problems without 
evolving new and more intimate forms of international co
operation.41 

The impact of these changes on the position of the nation
state is far from clear. Certainly, most writers are agreed, it 
has reduced the ability of the major powers to impose their 
will on the international system; 'the weight of the power of 
most governments, and particularly of the great powers, has 
been declining ever since 1945'.42 One widely received view some 
years ago held that, with continuing trends in economic inter
dependence, cross-national ideologies and means of warfare, 
'whatever remained of the impermeability of states seems to 
have gone for good'; but its author has recently revised his 
conclusion that states as the central units of international 
politics were in decline to take into account the continuing 
resilience of nationalism and national independence.43 In 
the early years of the development of European integration some 
influential academic writers saw the process of community 
formation as almost self-advancing, spilling over from one 
functional area to another ;44 and this belief in a trend towards 
integration was easily transferred to other international 
regions. In the disillusioned situation of the late sixties, ob
servers were more struck by evidence of 'national self-pre
occupation', re-examining trend patterns to discover that 
societies were growing more inward-looking and the world 
less interdependent.45 

Students and policy-makers are also uncertain about the 
implications of these changes for the conduct and the coverage 
offoreign policy. The development of new and more personal 
styles of diplomacy, of new forums for political interaction 
in international organisations and conferences, is generally 
noted, as is the extension of the area of political relations 
from its nineteenth-century boundaries to cover science and 
technology, monetary policy, transport regulation, cultural 
policy and even sport; but opinions are divided on how wel
come these developments are, and how far states should adjust 
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to them.46 To the more conservative, a return to traditional dip
lomacy, based on a clear conception of differing national 
interests, is indicated.47 To the more radical, 'the logic of the 
argument that the European nation-state is for many purposes 
obsolescent is unanswerable', and policy-makers should adjust 
their working practices to meet the need for continuous multi
lateral co-operation and to fit in to new institutiorts.48 Against 
the traditionalist view offoreign policy as essentially diplomacy, 
one government report accepts that external relations 'involve 
us in contacts over a much wider range of government and 
society than has been usual in traditional diplomacy, and that 
these contacts are concerned with many topics which have in 
the past been conventionally regarded as belonging to the 
domestic affairs of sovereign states'. 49 

The external environment, then, does not provide the 
policy-maker with any clear or self-evident indication of the 
best or most rational direction to take. The 'facts ofinternational 
life' are those perceived by the policy-maker; not any objective 
or constant reality, but the world as he and his advisers see it. 
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3 Policy-making 

States do not make policy: governments do. In foreign policy, 
as in domestic policy, they make their plans and take their 
decisions under pressure from a number of different sources. 
The international environment exerts a constant and restrain
ing pressure, as we have seen. The process of domestic politics, 
arguably, exerts a similar restraint. The pressure of events and 
of the flow of incoming information, the ever-present pressure 
of time, and the limitations imposed by the structure of govern
ment all crowd in on the policy-maker. 

There are now some 140 states in the international system, 
interacting politically over a wide and expanding range of 
areas, both bilaterally and through a large number of multi
lateral international organisations. The mass of relevant 
information, the number of relevant events which policy
makers need to be aware of, is enormous. The British Foreign 
and Commonwealth Office receives some 2000 telegrams 
and dispatches from its missions abroad each day; in addition 
information, and requests for information or decisions, flow 
in from other government ministries, intelligence reports are 
received from the government's intelligence apparatus, while 
the 134 foreign missions in London and the officials of inter
national organisations send in their own reports and requests. 
The most immediate problem confronting the foreign policy
maker is to absorb and reduce to order the material which 
faces him. 50 

The international system is not only complex. It is also in 
continuous movement. Crises threaten, and must be dealt 
with before they blow up to serious proportions; opportunities 
arise, and must be taken before they are lost; negotiations 
proceed, and must be attended to before they break down. 
The pressure for output, for decisions to be made and instruc
tions given, is therefore as heavy as the inward flow of informa-
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tion. Yet, while subordinate officials may be able to devote their 
whole attention to these problems, senior policy-makers can 
give only part of their time to the problems of policy. They are, 
after all, actors not only in the international system but also 
in domestic politics; the cultivation and protection of their 
domestic base, from which they derive their political authority, 
must often take first priority. The expansion of the international 
system, the growth of international travel and of personal 
diplomacy, have added to the burdens on their time. Attending 
international conferences, receiving and entertaining the 
growing procession of visiting foreign dignitaries, the time
consuming civilities of diplomatic discourse as well as the use
ful exchange of political ideas, all eat into the time available 
for deciding policy. 'No democratic system yet devised has 
even attempted to solve the problem of the crushing responsi
bility borne by foreign ministers.'61 Senior policy-makers in 
non-democratic states, where policy is seldom so well divided 
into separate areas through a stable decision-making structure, 
must find the burden even more crushing, the demands on their 
attention even more distracting. 

In all states, to a greater or a lesser degree, foreign policy 
emerges out of an institutional process. In developed states, it 
is extremely rare for foreign policy decisions to be the res
ponsibility of a single individual, or a small group. The need 
for information, interpretation and advice, and the necessity 
of co-ordinating policies between different areas and different 
ministries, involve a large number of men and agencies in the 
evolution of policy. Foreign policy is made within an organisa
tional context, which consists of the foreign ministry itself, 
the various government intelligence agencies, those other 
ministerial departments involved (which will include at a mini
mum those departments responsible for defence, foreign trade 
and external financial relations), and the machinery for central 
co-ordination and decision, be it Politburo, Cabinet or White 
House.52 The effort to ensure continuity and coherence 
requires regular procedures for internal co-ordination, insti
tutionalised in a series of committees, in carefully maintained 
records, and in the constant circulation of files and position 
papers; the effect of these procedures on policy is, inevitably, 
to create 'a certain inertia in the system'.53 The internal 
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structure of this institutional process, the pattern of consulta
tion and decision, the availability and circulation of (often 
confidential) information, have a direct effect upon the content 
of the policies which emerge, and as such have been the concern 
of successive policy-makers through successive reorganisations 
of its structure, and the focus of regular academic criticism. 54 

The foreign policy-making process therefore displays a 
number of necessary, if not ideal, characteristics. The pressure 
of immediacy accounts for one commonly observed, and as 
frequently criticised, characteristic: that 'energy and thought 
tend to be concentrated on the immediate, rather than on the 
fundamental'.55 The limitations of time and of competing 
concerns for the policy-makers' attention account for the 
tendency to maintain existing policies, or to make only incre
mental rather than major changes in the direction of policy. 'Any 
policy that is relatively easy to discover, that fits in well with 
the previously established thought habits of the relevant decision
makers, and that has no obvious major drawbacks, has a good 
chance to be adopted.'56 The number of different problems 
and crises demanding the policy-makers' attention forces 
even the largest organisation to concentrate on those which 
they consider most urgent, to select the problems which 
appear most important, to the neglect of others. 'The burden 
of simultaneous responses to external demands may be a 
crucial determinant in the timing of actions and the nature 
or amount of policy-making resources which are devoted to 
specific actions.'57 In a crisis situation the upper echelons of 
the policy-making structure may be almost completely pre
occupied with the load of incoming messages and outgoing 
instructions generated by a single problem, and so unable to 
cope with any but routine decisions on other questions.58 

The policy-maker, then, is unable to absorb the universe of 
international transactions which faces him. He must have 
some criterion for selecting out of the mass of incoming informa
tion what is most relevant to his concerns. But information 
in itself is of little use to him without interpretation. A report 
may be received, for example, about the number of Russian 
naval vessels in the Indian Ocean. In order to assess the rele
vance of this information to policy, and to determine what 
reaction (if any) is called for, the policy-maker needs, first, to 
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refer to earlier reports on the subject, to trace (if he can) the 
pattern behind the single event; secondly, to place this pattern 
of behaviour within his general understanding of Soviet 
foreign policy, to assess what motive lies behind it, what are the 
likely Soviet objectives; thirdly, to consider his state's own 
interests and objectives in the Indian Ocean; and fourthly, 
to decide how seriously and in what manner (if at all) those 
interests are affected by Soviet moves. The same report is 
therefore likely to receive a different priority, and to evoke a 
different response, in different governments. The govern
ments of India, Britain, the United States and Kenya may all 
consider the report significant, and will interpret it in the light 
of their different interests and understandings of Soviet 
intentions; the government of Canada may consider it unim
portant in the light of its own interests and concerns. 

Foreign policy-making takes place, therefore, within a con
ceptual as well as an organisational framework, which serves 
to simplify the complexities of the situation, and to guide the 
government's response. Such frameworks are characteristic of 
the pattern of domestic policy-making as much as of foreign 
policy;59 but in foreign policy the greater mass of information, 
the greater complexity of the system, and the greater degree of 
unfamiliarity with the behaviour and the background of other 
actors which confront the policy-maker, all make reliance on 
such conceptual frameworks more essential. The elements 
of such a framework, it may be suggested, will include the 
following: a view of the decisive determinants of international 
behaviour, which will guide the degree of significance the policy
maker gives to other governments' public pronouncements, 
their domestic circumstances, their economic and commercial 
policy, their geographical situation and their military dispo
sitions;60 a set of views on the foreign policy attitudes of other 
powers, and of the main constraints which operate upon them, 
which will guide his interpretation of their actions, and his 
assessment of the correct response ;61 a view of his state's posi
tion in the world, its distinctive 'role' and its rightful status; a 
set of views on his state's 'national interest', on its interests 
abroad and its foreign policy objectives; and an assessment of 
the resources at his disposal. For some policy-makers this over
all framework, this set of guiding generalisations about their 
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environment, may be largely conscious and explicit.62 For 
most, too preoccupied with policy for contemplation or self
examination, it serves as an implicit foundation for their 
'practical' concerns. 

The policy-maker's assessment of his available resources, it 
may be noted, is also partly subjective and conceptual- based 
partly on his knowledge of the domestic capabilities, in trained 
personnel, military forces (actual and potential), funds and 
productive capacity, at his disposal, and partly on his percep
tion of what kinds of resources are available for political use.63 

To the French government under President de Gaulle monetary 
reserves were a resource for directly political use; to the Soviet 
government cultural exchanges and trading agreements; to 
the African countries sporting relations. Yet other governments 
have not seen these to be political resources, or have con
sidered their use improper or illegitimate. The policy-maker's 
assessment of what is political in international relations, of 
what transactions are relevant to foreign policy and in what 
way, is similarly subjective. The British government, for 
instance, has held trade with Cuba and South Mrica to be 
matters of private commercial concern, while the governments 
of the United States and the Mrican Commonwealth see them 
as fit subjects for political protest. 

The academic student is also in need of a framework with 
which to comprehend, order and explain the relationship 
between the policy-maker and his environment. In this he has 
not yet been well served; partly because the focus of such a 
framework lies directly across the boundary between the two 
academic disciplines (with foreign policy as an area of study 
too often left to the students of international politics alone), 
partly because the weight of secrecy and security which shrouds 
the area discourages attempts at study. Snyder, Bruck and 
Sapin's ambitious and comprehensive conceptualisation of 
foreign policy-making 'as decision-making in an organisational 
context', originally published in 1954, has been widely cited 
and frequently reprinted.64 Its emphasis on the psychological 
and subjective aspects of policy-making, the importance of 
perception and interpretation, its characterisation of the ex
ternal environment as 'composed of what the decision-makers 
decide is important', 65 have been widely influential; but its 
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very comprehensiveness and complexity have proved a handi
cap to further development and application.66 A useful and 
stimulating, if necessarily loose, model of the decision-making 
process is provided by Joseph Frankel in The Making of Foreign 
Policy, conceptualising decision-makers as 'individuals who 
arrive at their decisions by confronting their values with their 
image of the environment'. 67 

There are, however, difficulties in conceptualising foreign 
policy-making as a series of finite decisions. To abstract a 
particular decision out of the continuous process of routine 
decisions and non-decisions is to distort the process, to under
play 'the continuous stream of activities in which decisions are 
embedded', and to overemphasise the 'big' decisions.68 Only 
in a situation of crisis is the build-up to a major decision easily 
recognisable; 'many important decisions', critics have argued, 
'are only detectable as such after the event'. 69 It is more useful, 
and more accurate, to conceptualise policy-making as a flow 
of policy, a continuing interchange of information and instruc
tions between the policy-making organisation and its environ
ment.70 For this Karl Deutsch's work on communications 
theory has provided a number of valuable concepts, of 'message' , 
'reception', 'feedback' and 'steering'. 71 Much of the literature 
on domestic policy-making - the work of Lindblom, Herbert 
Simon and others on decision-making and organisation, for 
instance - has also proved valuable, generating concepts which 
have by now been absorbed into the foreign policy literature.72 

But we do not yet have an agreed overall framework for the 
foreign policy field, detailed enough to cover its main character
istics but straightforward enough to be easily applied, which 
can serve as a foundation for future study. In this respect, it 
is still fair to say, the study of foreign policy 'is devoid of 
general theory'. 73 

The concentration of academic study in this area has been 
on the conceptual rather than on the organisational context 
of policy-making: on policy-makers' images of the world and of 
their country's place in the world, on their images of other 
states' attitudes, on the nature and definition of the objectives 
which they pursue. The language of foreign policy-making is 
full of references to objectives: to 'national purposes', to 'vital 
interests', to 'goals' , above all to the 'national interest'. Students 
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and critics alike have therefore been drawn to examine these 
objectives; to determine, if they can, the values which underlie 
them, or the degree to which objectives are 'realistic' in terms 
of a state's resources or its international environment. 

The concept of national interest has had an enduring appeal 
both for politicians and for academic critics. For politicians 
it has served both to legitimise their external objectives and to 
cut short domestic debate about those objectives. To say that 
an action is 'in the national interest' is to label those who oppose 
it as disloyal, and to identify the government's action with 
values and symbols above party politics. For critics it appeared 
to offer an objective standard by which to assess the wisdom or 
unwisdom of statesmen's conduct of foreign policy. Thus 
Hans Morgenthau, Walter Lippmann and others concerned 
with the failure of the Western democracies to avoid the Second 
World War, identified the cause of the failure in their policy
makers' neglect of their national interest in favour of mistaken 
conceptions of international morality or misconceived respect 
for domestic public opinion. The failure had been, they con
cluded, in the incapacity of democratic governments 'to cope 
with reality, to govern their affairs, to defend their vital in
terests' ;74 the remedy lay in a proper awareness of the nature of 
their country's national interest, and in its steady pursuit. 
The concept of national interest, then, implies the existence of a 
set of stable, relatively unchanging foreign policy goals, 
recognisable and identifiable alike to the enlightened statesman 
and the rational observer.71; The reader will recognise the link 
between this concept and the idea of bipartisanship in foreign 
policy - and with those approaches which see foreign policy as 
characterised by its stability and continuity over time, or as 
largely determined by the international environment. 

The problem is to identify and to define the national interest. 
For Morgenthau, 'political realism' is to be found in 'the con
cept of interest defined in terms of power'. 76 The national 
interest, that is, is assumed to lie in the husbanding and the 
furtherance of national power. But this takes us little further, for 
'power' is itself an imprecise concept. 'In practice power is not 
merely a goal but is also a means to an end'; pursued and hus
banded, it may be argued, not for itself but as the most im
portant means available for the furtherance of other goals.77 
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The most fundamental of these goals, we may agree, are nat
ional survival and national security - the protection and preser
vation of the political system as such; but it is hard to argue 
that these are the only observable goals.78 Most governments 
pursue economic goals as a major foreign policy objective: 
the pursuit of trading advantages, the advancement and pro
tection of foreign investment, the acquisition of materials, 
equipment and technological information for their domestic 
economy. Governments have pursued international status, 
prestige, 'grandeur' in itself as a goal of foreign policy, and 
have expended considerable resources in its pursuit.79 The 
goals at stake in foreign policy may even be domestic ob
jectives: the preservation of the existing social structure 
(seen to be at stake in Italian foreign policy) or the maintenance 
of the regime itself.80 If these are all to be subsumed under the 
concept of national interest, then the term is too all-embracing 
to be useful; if, as the political realists wish, they are to be 
arranged into a clear hierarchy according to objective and 
rational criteria, then these criteria are not self-evident.81 

A clear and agreed definition of national interest, then, 
would require agreement as to the nature and priority of the 
values which objectives ought to express, and would have to 
assume rationality on the part of the policy-maker and of the 
academic observer. But this raises the whole question of ration
ality in foreign policy. We have already noted the complex 
of pressures, in terms of time, inadequate information, simul
taneity of problems, and stress, which limit the policy-maker's 
alternatives and force him to take decisions in sItuations of 
uncertainty. Even if the institutional process has attained a 
high standard of instrumental rationality, in its collection and 
assimilation of information, in its capacity to handle a number 
of problems quickly and in parallel, the policy-maker is still 
left with a crucial area of uncertainty. The problem must 
first be clearly identified and defined - that is, set within a 
perceptual framework which relates it to other problems and 
to the government's main concerns. This is, except in times 
of crisis, most often a routine matter, fitting new information 
into accepted frameworks; but there is a good deal of ambiguity 
in most international situations, sufficient to make more than 
one interpretation plausible. An efficient foreign policy organisa-
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tion may be able to cope appropriately and immediately 
with a foreign threat; the difficulty is to determine whether a 
particular movement of troops, a particular act of discrimi
nation against one's foreign trade, does or does not present a 
threat, and if so to assess what level of threat it presents. The 
policy-maker must then determine which of his state's interests 
are most affected, and which goals are most important in 
determining his response. For this he needs, not general 
long-term objectives, but immediate operational goals; he 
needs to know, further, what weight he should give to competing 
goals in a specific situation. Faced with an E.E.C. levy on 
chicken imports, for instance, it is of little immediate help to 
an American policy-maker to know that freer international 
trade is in his country's national interest. It is more directly 
helpful to know how his government sees the development and 
strengthening of the E.E.C. as fitting in with this long-term 
objective, and how much weight he should give to this goal as 
against such goals as strengthening the United States balance of 
payments or protecting the interests of American farmers. For 
this he needs to know his own, and his superiors', values: the 
strength of their belief in the desirability of international 
co-operation, the weight they attach to promoting the interests 
of particular domestic groups, and so on.82 

The problem of rationality is much more acute in assessing the 
motives and likely behaviour of other states' policy-makers. In 
domestic politics policy-makers operate on the basis of shared 
values, of an underlying consensus on the objectives which the 
government ought to promote and the limitations on its 
permissible range of actions. It is easy to assume that a similar 
consensus exists in other countries, resting on similar values. 
Such an assumption lay behind the optimistic belief in the 
power of world opinion which many Western policy-makers and 
academics held between the wars; and such a simplifying 
assumption lies behind the realists' assertion that all states seek 
power or national security. Observably, the values which 
political systems attach to particular objectives - to the preser
vation of life, the protection of minorities, the institution of 
private property, the importance of prestige, the survival of the 
state as such - differ according to their differing cultures; 
and the differing weights attached by each political system 
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to each value will clearly affect the direction of their foreign 
policies.83 A more fundamental difficulty than this, given the 
diversity of cultures now included within the global internation
al system, is the possibility that other states may have a different 
conception of rationality from our own: that the cultural 
relativity of values is matched by 'the cultural relativity of 
the processes of mind'. 84 What is rational behaviour for an 
American in a given situation may, therefore, not be rational 
for a Chinese or a Vietnamese.85 

The idea of an objective national interest, common to all 
states or peculiar to one, must, therefore, be rejected. It is an 
attractive concept: it represents the longing for certainty and 
clarity in foreign policy, in place of the uncertainty and con
fusion which characterise the field. But states are not single
purpose organisations; and not even the academic observer, 
equipped through hindsight with a broader view than that 
available to the policy-maker, can claim complete objectivity.86 
His criticism of the conduct of policy is affected by his rank
ing of the values which policy-makers ought to have obeyed; 'we 
evaluate as we breathe', and our value preferences are reflected 
in our interpretation ofevents.87 This does not mean, however, 
that we are unable to discuss, classify and criticise the several 
and conflicting foreign policy objectives which governments 
pursue in a meaningful and useful fashion. 

The distinction between long-term objectives and short
term operational goals - or, as Arnold Wolfers labels them, 
'aspirations' and 'policy goals' - has already been noted.88 

The relationship between these immediate and long-term 
objectives is complex. Policy goals may be seen as operational
ising aspirations in specific situations. Succc::ss in achieving 
policy goals may encourage the development of new aspirations, 
and prolonged failure may lead to the abandonment of both 
goals and the aspirations which lie behind them. Not all a 
state's expressed foreign policy aspirations may be formulated 
into immediate goals - the international situation may be 
seen to be inhospitable to their immediate fulfilment, or the 
significance attached to them may be more symbolic than 
practical. Thus the members of the North Atlantic Alliance 
have agreed since its formation on the reunification of 
Germany as a long-term objective, but for most of the last 
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twenty years have had no immediate proposals for its achieve
ment.89 

Wolfers distinguishes further between sets of contrasting, 
and often conflicting, foreign policy goals.90 He distinguishes 
between 'possession goals' and 'milieu goals': the former 
relating to direct national advantage - tariff concessions, terri
torial gains, extra-territorial privileges - at the cost of other 
states, the latter to shaping the conditions of the international 
environment - freedom of the seas, respect for international law, 
a stable international monetary system. A similar distinction 
is often made, at a less sophisticated level, between 'enlightened' 
and 'narrow' national interests. He distinguishes 'direct national 
goals', which benefit the state as a whole - national indepen
dence, national security or national welfare - from those 'indirect 
national goals' which benefit particular groups, whether 
private interests in democratic countries or particular elite 
groups in non-democratic countries.91 And he distinguishes, 
and contrasts, 'ideological or revolutionary goals', universalist 
commitments to make the world safe for democracy or to 
forward the world Communist revolution, and 'traditional 
national goals', more conservative, directly national con
cerns. 

This last distinction is close to one made in many critical 
studies of foreign policy, between 'myth' and 'reality'. Senator 
Fulbright has characterised the predicament of American 
foreign policy in terms of the gap between 'old myths and new 
realities'.92 Post-war French foreign policy has been described 
as shaped by nineteenth-century 'dogmas and myths that were 
ultimately separated from twentieth-century reality'; British 
foreign policy as spellbound by 'illusions' of the past.93 The 
objectives of a country's foreign policy and the conceptual 
frameworks which surround them, these critics argue, can 
be judged by how closely they fit the realities and the possi
bilities of the international situation. This is perhaps too simple 
a judgment: it overestimates the degree to which any policy
maker or observer can ever be sure what the reality of any 
situation is, and underestimates the role of myth in shaping 
that reality. The myth of French greatness was, for a while, 
a real resource for de Gaulle's foreign policy; just as the myth 
of Britain's great power status gave Britain additional inter-
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national influence, until shattered by the country's chronic 
economic weakness. But it does point to two further frequently 
made criticisms of foreign policy objectives: the need to define, 
and to redefine, a country's main objectives, and the need 
to maintain a balance between goals and resources.94 

Britain's lack of clearly defined and understood objectives, 
her 'piecemeal' and 'pragmatic' approach to foreign policy, 
has been blamed by many commentators for what they see 
as the failure of her policies since the Second World War.95 
The lack of any' "great debate" for the purpose of redefining 
the French position and status in the world' has been seen as 
accounting for the weakness of the Fourth Republic's foreign 
policy.96 The problem is that objectives tend to persist: 'vital' 
interests are pursued long after they have ceased to be either 
vital or attainable, partly because of the sheer inertia of 
accepted beliefs, partly because the goals of foreign policy 
are so easily identified with fundamental national aims, and so 
placed above criticism.97 The need is for objectives to be made 
explicit; for their relevance and consistency to be regularly re
examined; and for governments to match their objectives to their 
available resources. Examination of this last relationship has 
also concentrated on Britain and France, as over-extended 
countries whose commitments have considerably exceeded 
their resources, though it could as fruitfully focus on West 
Germany or Japan, as states with 'spare 'resources as yet un
committed. Clearly the relationship between these is not 
invariable; the balance between resources devoted to domestic 
purposes and those devoted to foreign is a variable factor, 
depending on the balance of social values between domestic 
and foreign objectives. But it may be argued that there is a 
long-term tendency for objectives and commitments to balance, 
for the one to adjust to the other. 

The impetus behind a good deal of recent theoretical work 
in the fields of international politics and foreign policy has 
been the aim of assisting the policy-maker: in defining his 
objectives, communicating them to other states' policy
makers, and choosing the most rational means of attaining 
them, in more clearly assessing the outlines of the international 
situation and predicting its most likely future direction. The 
work of Karl Deutsch and his school on communications 
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theory has been concerned not only with refining the definition 
of concepts, but also with providing new insights for the policy
maker on the importance of information and information pro
cessing, on the role of perception, and on the nature and sig
nificance of the exchange of communications between different 
states.98 The communications approach has also been concerned 
with the identification and collection of quantifiable data on 
international transactions, to assist the student and the policy
maker to monitor change and stability in the international 
system.99 The theory of games has been used by a number of 
theorists to study, in 'laboratory' situations, the reaction of 
'decision-makers' to bargaining situations and the pattern of 
choice particular situations generate, with the aim of enlighten
ing policy-makers as to the choices available to them and the 
likely reactions of their opponents.lOO The use of gaming, 
developed out of nineteenth-century war-gaming into a sophi
sticated technique for 'playing' international situations, and of 
simulated models of the international system, made possible 
by the development of the computer and the assembly of 
quantifiable data on international transactions, is attracting 
growing attention in academic and government circles in a 
number of countries.lOl 

There are a good many problems involved in the use of these 
new techniques for research or policy-planning. The most 
serious is the inability of game theory and simulation to cope 
with non-rational aspects of foreign policy-making: values, 
emotions, perception, the impact of personality. Game theory, 
for instance, 'requires that each player himself should have a 
set of consistent policy objectives', and that 'each player should 
choose his strategies consistent with the expectations he can 
rationally entertain about other players' behaviour'.lo2 Almost 
as serious is the difficulty of quantifying much of the most 
relevant data, and the doubtful basis on which weights must 
be assigned to the different categories of data. To an extent 
these problems are avoided in gaming, by the use of teams 
of players to represent the human factor; but there remains 
the problem of a game's replicability under 'real' conditions 
with 'real' policy-makers, which throws doubt on the possi
bilities of prediction. 

There remains a good deal of academic scepticism, as well 
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as academic enthusiasm, about the usefulness of these tech
niques. So far only the American government has invested 
significant resources in their development, or applied their 
concepts and insights to policy-making to any degree - with 
results that are still mixed and uncertain. loa Their proponents 
would argue that these techniques are still at an early stage 
of development, and that their potential is far greater than their 
limited achievement so far. Within the academic discipline of 
international relations they have proved a prolific source of 
concepts, a strong pressure towards the careful construction 
of theoretical frameworks, and a useful aid to teaching. For 
the policy-maker they offer assistance in training, and arguably 
a valuable aid to policy planning: 'prediction does not have to 
be right to be instructive', provided its conclusions are cautious
ly used.104 The problems governments face in absorbing and 
interpreting the mass of information which they need to know 
about changing conditions in the international environment, 
and the consequent attraction of improving their ability to 
handle it and their flexibility in understanding it, of reducing 
the area of uncertainty, ensure that they will attract growing 
interest, not only from academics, but from policy-makers 
themselves.los 
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4 The Domestic Process 

In the nineteenth-century international system the domestic 
context of foreign policy could to a considerable degree be 
taken as given. Only in the short and intermittent wars were 
the mass of the population involved to any degree in bearing 
the burdens of external affairs. Few of the major states were 
democracies; those that were, with few exceptions, carefully 
excluded foreign policy questions from the democratic sphere. 
The international economy was developing, but as yet involved 
in most countries only a minority of commercial interests and a 
small minority of the working population. Gladstone might 
stump the country, electioneering on the Bulgarian atrocities. 
In the United States, the great exception, newspaper sensation
alism and public opinion might evoke the Spanish-American 
War. But on the whole the world of diplomacy remained an 
intimate and aristocratic one, in which Sir Edward Grey might 
sanction conversations with the French, or even send the fateful 
ultimatum to Germany, without consulting the Cabinet,106 
in which the Queen of England might begin a letter to the 
Emperor of Germany: 'As Your Grandmother to whom you 
have always shown so much affection ..• I feel I cannot refrain 
from expressing my deep regret at the telegram you sent Presi
dent Kruger', 107 and in which most diplomats shared a common 
language, a common culture and a common loyalty to the 
international system which set them apart from their domestic 
environment. Foreign policy, very clearly, was a matter for 
the executive branch of government. 

Yet even before 1914 the international and domestic con
ditions which supported this aristocratic insulation of foreign 
policy from domestic politics had been considerably under
mined. Since then the transformation of the environment of 
foreign policy by political, economic, technological and social 
developments has entirely altered the policy-makers' situation. 
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The changes in the international environment have been 
discussed above. The expansion of government concerns, in 
social welfare, education, domestic economic policy, transport 
policy, and so on, has brought their populations into far 
closer contact with the business of national government. Mass 
education, and mass literacy, have widened the potential 
circle of informed public opinion; radio and television, ar
guably, have widened it still further. The increased demands 
which external policy (above all in the shape of defence 
policy) now make on domestic resources, the sharper com
petition for resources between different sectors in countries 
committed to economic growth and social improvement, and 
the impact which the high level of government spending makes 
on citizens in the form of taxes, have brought the pressure of 
foreign policy to bear much more directly in domestic poli
tics. IOS Conscription in two long world wars, and in many states 
in peace-time, has involved citizens even more directly in the 
consequences of their governments' foreign policies. The 
expansion of international trade, and the revolution in commu
nications, with its effects on travel and cross-national contact, 
have considerably increased the proportion of citizens with a 
degree of personal involvement or personal experience in 
extra-national relations. 

It would seem incontrovertible, then, that 'foreign policy, 
like all politics, can no longer be made by the few'.109 Yet 
most academic observers are still agreed that, for most pur
poses, 'foreign policy is made and opinion is shaped by a very 
small group of persons' .110 The conventional wisdom of aca
demic interpretation, it would be fair to say, remains that foreign 
policy is an elite process, dominated by the executive, in all 
developed states; though one professor who moved across to 
making policy admitted his 'recognition of the powerful 
place of domestic politics in the formulation offoreign policies' as 
his first impression of the different perspective he gained 
inside government.111 The degree to which foreign policy has 
remained a separate area, or has become part of the domestic 
political process, is therefore a matter of some uncertainty. 

Unfortunately this is also a neglected area of political study. 
Many texts on international politics relegate consideration 
of the non-executive aspects of domestic politics to a single 
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chapter on 'the domestic environment'. Studies of domestic 
politics more often deal with the substance of foreign policy 
than the process. 'Foreign policy phenomena', one writer 
concludes, 'are the unwanted stepchildren of political systems', 112 

assumed by both disciplines and properly studied by neither. 
The literature that we have consists primarily of single-country 
studies, and that available in English covers the major coun
tries very unevenly. Not surprisingly, the United States is the 
most fully researched; indeed, the literature on American 
foreign policy so far outweighs the rest of the field. In attempt
ing to generalise about the nature of the foreign policy pro
cess, one is open to objections that the internal or external 
situation of each country is unique: the United States because 
of the exceptional character of her domestic politics, West 
Germany because of her peculiar international predicament, the 
Soviet Union because of the absence of democratic politics 
and her position as the mentor of the Communist world. 
There are, however, a number of common features worth 
further comparative examination. Looked at as an aspect of 
domestic politics, foreign policy may usefully be seen as an 
'issue area' characterised in developed states, like other issue 
areas, by a distinctive set of values at stake and by distinctive 
institutions, actors, and roles.113 To explore the domestic 
foreign policy process within this framework (which is indeed 
almost the only framework provided by the literature) may 
help to illuminate its domestic significance. 

The values at stake in foreign policy, as we have seen, are 
distinguished by their close connection with the symbols 
of the state: security, national standing, sovereignty, terri
torial integrity. These set foreign policy apart from, even 
above, domestic politics; yet there are a number of other values 
at stake which are more closely linked to the distinctive issues 
of domestic politics. The demands made by external policy 
upon resources, in the form of defence expenditure and the 
manpower and production needed to support defence, foreign 
aid, and expenditure across the balance of payments, are in 
direct competition with other calls upon a state's scarce 
resources, for personal consumption, social expenditure and 
capital investment. To question the need for a given level 
of defence spending must be to question the nature of the ex-
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ternal threat or the extent of a state's foreign commitments; 
so that to argue for higher chemical investment in the Soviet 
Union involves arguing for a 'softer' policy towards the West, 
and to argue for new federal spending in American cities 
involves questioning the priority of the Vietnam war.1l4 
The proportion of a state's resources and manpower involved 
in the defence sector creates its own, powerful interest, defend
ing and furthering its own values: the 'military-industrial 
complex' has been distinguished as a major factor in domestic 
politics in several countries. lUi The status of these and other 
groups may be at issue in a country's foreign policy - the 
status of the Soviet military, at risk in a period of relaxed 
tension,116 or the comparative status of the American Negro 
population and the southern whites, at stake in United States 
policy towards Mrica.ll7 'The principal issue in Italian foreign 
policy is whether to preserve or change the domestic social 
structure' ;118 at stake as much in Italy's foreign alignments 
as in the domestic struggle between Christian Democrats and 
Communists. More than this, the very status and legitimacy 
of a regime may be at stake in its foreign policy. In the Soviet 
Union, Stalin's foreign policy was viewed 'through the prism 
of internal needs and problems, principally that of maintaining 
the dictator's rule unchanged' ; while post-Stalin foreign 
policy is limited in its ability to revise its external aims by 
the link between its ideological commitment (and the presence 
of external 'enemies') and its internallegitimacy.119 

Foreign policy issues clearly act as a resource in the domestic 
political process in many countries. In the Soviet Union they 
provide a powerful resource in the factional struggle among 
the top leadership.120 In countries with ethnic minorities, 
foreign policy questions may be an important electoral re
source - the expellees in post-war Germany,121 the Jews and 
other 'hyphenated Americans' in the United States. Images of 
the outside world are also a resource for domestic politics. 
Politicians all too frequently assume the mantle of international 
statesmanship, or claim credit for their country's international 
standing, to strengthen their appeal to the voters or their 
prestige among their colleagues. The flow of foreign visitors 
to Washington, to be photographed in earnest conversation 
with the President, and the 'world tours' which are almost 
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obligatory for American presidential contenders, testify to 
the perceived effectiveness of this resource. The image of an 
external threat, real or imagined, is a powerful means of 
promoting national unity, or building a sense ofnationhood.122 
Where a clear threat is lacking, the exaggeration of a potential 
threat or even the creation of an imaginary one has often 
served to strengthen popular support for a regime, or as the 
pretext for suppressing domestic opposition.123 In spite of its 
links with the symbols of statehood - or on occasion because 
of them - foreign policy has not infrequently been a major 
divisive issue in domestic politics: dividing the parties over 
the country's fundamental orientation in post-war West 
Germany (a state effectively shaped by its foreign policy) and 
Japan, splitting the Italian Socialists in 1947 and the Japanese 
Socialists in 1959, a major issue in successive American presi
dential elections.124 The separability of foreign policy issues 
from domestic politics must therefore be seen as relative and 
variable 

More has been written on the subject of public opinion and 
foreign policy than on any other domestic aspect of the field. 
The 'invasion' of the foreign policy area by enthusiasts for 
democratic control in the wake of the First World War, the 
outbreak of which many blamed on the undemocratic and 
elitist nature of pre-war diplomacy, introduced a major new 
element into foreign policy-making in Britain.125 'Prior to 
the First World War public opinion usually had a negligible 
influence on British foreign policy, which remained the pre
rogative of a political elite. After the First World War no 
politician could afford to overlook the enthusiasms of the 
electorate, however ill-informed he might consider it to be.'126 
In the United States, public opinion had become a major 
factor in foreign policy well before 1914, and had done much 
to precipitate the war with Spain ;127 between the wars domes
tic attitudes, forcefully expressed by Congressional leaders, 
were a very powerful influence on American foreign and 
defence policy. The Second World War brought a strong 
reaction. The weakness and inadequacy of the democracies' 
diplomacy was attributed to their leaders' willingness to 
follow public opinion rather than to lead it.128 The uninformed 
nature of mass opinion on foreign policy was stressed, as well 
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as its fickleness. Out of this reaction came both the call for a 
return to a more 'traditional' style of policy, and a number of 
academic studies of the role of public opinion in this field.129 

Since the Second World War the accumulation of opinion 
poll data, and the stimulus provided by the United States 
government's interest in maintaining public support for its 
foreign policies at home and abroad, have encouraged con
tinued academic study.130 'Mter thirty years of public opinion 
research, the data on public attitudes to foreign policy questions 
have reached mountainous proportions and have formed the 
basis for many studies'; and the common conclusion shows 'the 
large majority of the population to be uninterested and 
uninformed on foreign policy'.131 For the mass of the popula
tion foreign policy issues are remote considerations, on which 
they feel a low sense of subjective competence, and are there
fore content, for most purposes, to leave responsibility to 
those with a degree of expertise or specialised influence, and 
to hold them responsible if they experience any direct adverse 
effects.132 In foreign policy the relevant public is not the mass 
public but the 'attentive public', that 'small stratum of the 
public' whose occupational responsibilities require them to 
pay attention to the international scene, or whose self-image of 
their role and interests leads them to feel involved in foreign 
affairs. ISS The degree of their interest and involvement does 
not extend evenly over the whole foreign policy area. The 
businessman involved in international commerce, the cam
paigner for human rights, the schoolteacher teaching 'world 
affairs', will focus on concerns which overlap only rarely. 
Foreign policy has not one but several involved publics: 
'one "attentive public" for agricultural policy, another for 
Latin American affairs, and perhaps still another for policy 
towards Asia'.134 

The foreign policy issue area, then, draws upon only a very 
limited and specialised public for domestic interest and for con
tinued and positive involvement. But in a wider sense mass 
public opinion acts as a strong negative constraint on the 
making offoreign policy. It 'sets the outer limits beyond which 
policy choices cannot be made' .135 Particularly in democratic 
states, it provides a strong force for continuity in foreign policy, 
in the support which the public gives for traditional goals or 
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established interests,136 and in the potential for rapid increases 
in public involvement in opposition to new policy departures 
the development of which the public has not followed and the 
reasons for which the public does not understand. The develop
ment of public opinion polling has made policy-makers more 
aware of mass opinion, and so has strengthened this constraint -
though the knowledge that elections in democratic states 
'are not won primarily on the basis of issues, particularly 
issues of foreign policy', leaves the policy-maker considerable 
flexibility in following, or ignoring, or trying to change public 
attitudes.137 It is partly because foreign policy questions are 
generally of low salience that public attitudes are so resistant 
to change - and that it requires such positive efforts on the 
part of political leaders to mould public opinion on foreign 
policy questions, to create and maintain support for policies 
which appear remote or threatening to the public at large. 
This task of cultivating domestic support, academic writers 
agree, should be one of the first concerns of foreign policy
makers.13S A further problem is that mass opinion, when 
finally aroused by politicians' propaganda or the stress of 
crisis, is an unstable and unsettling force: a source of 
positive feedback when statesmen try to damp down the 
emotions they have aroused, a source of internal disorder 
and discontent under prolonged strain.139 

The policy-maker in this area, then, must address himself 
to different audiences: to those foreign governments who are 
his fellow-participants in the process of international politics 
(and to their domestic publics), and to his own political base 
in his domestic public. It is not easy to please all at once; 
there is, therefore, a frequent temptation to say different 
things to one's domestic audience from what is said abroad, 
or to use language to evoke support in one audience which is 
likely to alarm or offend the other. 'To mobilise support for 
policies, Americans say things to themselves that from the 
standpoint of other peoples might better be left unsaid.'140 
In this respect non-democratic states have at least as large a 
problem as democratic countries; the more rumbustious 
language customarily used to arouse mass support and to 
castigate 'enemies of the people' or 'enemies of the state' fits 
even less easily with the language of diplomatic persuasion. 

45 

www.urdukutabkhanapk.blogspot.com



Far less has been written on the role or effectiveness of 
organised groups in the foreign policy process. The general 
conclusion of most studies is that 'group organisation and 
articulation is relatively weak in foreign policy matters', and 
their influence correspondingly less than on domestic issues ;141 

but this is more often asserted than documented. Organised 
attempts to influence foreign policy are not a new phenomenon. 
In Britain the anti-Slavery groups, which began in the late 
eighteenth century, and the Anti-Corn Law League were 
among the earliest successful promotional organisations.142 

The 'China lobby' in American politics, the 'Katanga lobby' 
in British, and many others in these and other states, have been 
credited or blamed for influencing their governments' policies. 
As wide a spread of groups exists in the foreign policy area as in 
the domestic: from campaigning organisations promoting 
peace, aid or international understanding, to ethnic or religious 
groups representing moral or cultural interests and business 
groups representing economic interests. Their recruitment is 
limited by the smallness of the attentive public for foreign 
policy; their ability to influence the government is limited by 
the pressures of the international environment. Academic 
attempts to assess the extent of their influence are limited by 
the peculiar secrecy which surrounds the foreign policy process 
in most countries. 'There is very widespread agreement that 
the most influential interest groups in the foreign policy field, 
as in the domestic arena, are economic interest groups - busi
ness organisations, trade associations, and the like'; though 
'the evidence to back up these generalisations is not abundant' .143 

In other areas of foreign policy there is general agreement 
that 'interest group influence on foreign policy is slight' ;144 

though here again the evidence to support this statement is 
scanty. The need for more research in this area is apparent.145 

One peculiarity of group activity in the foreign policy area 
is that, for some purposes, foreign governments and foreign 
groups act, directly or indirectly, overtly or covertly, as 
groups in the domestic process. 'The great majority of the socie
ties for promoting good relations between the United Kingdom 
and another country receive aid in cash or kind from the 
Government of the latter, though the amounts involved are 
usually only a few hundred pounds or less' .146 'Foreign groups 
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are not only interested in American policy, they also can have a 
significant influence upon it.' 14 7 This penetration of the domestic 
policy process by foreign actors casts some doubts on the 
separability of the internal aspects of foreign policy from the 
international, which will be explored further in the final 
section. 

Discussion of the involvement of groups in the foreign 
policy process merges into discussion of the foreign policy 
elite. The wider elite, in most countries, consists partly of the 
leading representatives of non-official and official organisations: 
the military, for instance, a highly 'interested' section of the 
elite, or the leaders of the commercial and financial community. 
As with the attentive publics for foreign policy issues, the 
relevant elites are a small and specialised stratum of national 
elite groups. For the majority of civil servants, business leaders, 
politicians, journalists and publicists, the domestic arena is a 
far more direct and pressing concern. Only those whose 
specific interests or responsibilities involve them in external 
affairs are likely to devote time to keeping informed on foreign 
policy issues, or to expend much effort on trying to influence 
the government's position on them. 'Hence the pattern of 
leadership activity in the foreign area will ordinarily be 
substantially more concentrated than is the case for domestic 
issues.'148 The foreign policy elites are likely to be more con
centrated in the national capital than in their domestic counter
parts; this, and the smallness of their numbers, makes personal 
contact and informal discussion among those interested easier 
than in the domestic area.149 

The non-official elites, as has been suggested, include the 
leading representatives of those groups concerned with the 
foreign policy area, both the economically interested and the 
more 'respectable' of the promotional groups.150 They include 
also those members of the 'communications elites' who are 
concerned with external affairs: diplomatic and foreign 
correspondents from press, radio and television, recognised 
'experts', and the staffs of the expanding body of non-official 
and semi-official research institutes and organisations in 
developed states.l5l The official elites include the responsible 
political leaders, the diplomatic services, those civil servants 
in other departments whose work involves them in external 
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policy, and the senior officers of the armed forces. The political 
leadership forms the most crucial link between the domestic 
arena and the international. Its recruitment differs little, if 
at all, from the recruitment of domestic leaders; at the highest 
levels, of course, its members are responsible both for foreign 
and domestic policy.152 In contrast the administrative and 
military elites, in most countries, are separated to a consider
able degree from domestic politics. Within domestic ministries 
those sections concerned with international questions are 
commonly organised into a separate division, whose staff 
specialise in that division. Diplomatic services are small 
enough and distinctive enough to form a body with a common 
outlook; their pattern of recruitment and the prestige which 
still attaches to diplomacy make them, in many countries, 
an intellectual and a social elite.153 The professional military 
form a coherent and disciplined group with distinctive values 
and attitudes, with their own conceptions of the national 
interest and national security. Their distinctiveness, and the 
complexities of their role in foreign and domestic policy, 
have given rise to a considerable literature on civil-military 
relations.154 

The pattern of the foreign policy process differs from the 
pattern of politics on domestic issues in a number of ways. 
The executive has certain advantages which do not hold so 
strongly in the domestic field. The close link between the 
symbols of nationhood and foreign policy gives the views of 
the government, as representing the state, a special authority. 
The degree of secrecy in foreign policy, the extent of the 
government's superiority in its sources of information and in its 
control over information, is far greater than in any area of 
domestic politics. Consequently the executive can usually 
take the initiative in formulating and defining the issues as 
they appear in the public debate; and 'he who determines 
what politics is about runs the country, because the definition 
of the alternatives is the choice of conflicts, and the choice 
of conflicts allocates power' .155 

Conversely the legislature, and unofficial organisations, 
suffer from a number of particular disadvantages. 'Foreign 
affairs is a matter for negotiation rather than legislation.'156 It 
is therefore less easy for legislatures to come to grips with 
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government proposals, or to subject them to lengthy examina
tion and debate. While a treaty is under negotiation, ministers 
can turn away questions on grounds of delicacy and flexibility; 
when an agreement has been reached they can claim that it is 
too late for Parliament to amend it. The firmest hold legislatures 
can get on external policy is on the defence budget; though 
even here its examination is hampered by secrecy and by con
siderations of national security. Its limited access to informa
tion prevents even the most powerful legislature from taking 
the initiative in major issues, and forces it to rely on executive 
proposals.157 Legislators' awareness of popular disinterest in 
foreign issues discourages them further from spending too 
much time on foreign affairs. For unofficial organisations, 
the same problem of access to information and dependence 
on the government as a source arises. Government awareness 
of the need to maintain and encourage domestic support 
for its policies may, indeed, on occasion reverse the process of 
influence, with governments encouraging and supporting the 
activities of groups in this field.158 Those groups with their own 
sources of relevant information - business groups in the area 
of economic policy, church groups with their own network 
of international contacts, for instance - are likely to find 
themselves best able to influence the government. 

The domestic process of foreign policy, then, constitutes a 
distinctive area, follows a distinctive pattern, and involves a 
distinctive set of actors playing distinctive roles. But it is a 
political process; and the participants in the process are drawn 
from a wider circle than the executive alone. Why, then, 
the so frequent assertion that the making of foreign policy is a 
matter for the executive alone? The answer must partly be, as 
has been suggested, the poverty of research in the foreign 
policy area. Partly, too, the observed advantages available 
to the executive in the foreign policy field encourage the assump
tion that its control is, for all intents and purposes, complete. 
Partly, it comes from the tendency to lump all foreign policy 
issues into a single category, and to draw one's conclusions 
from a study of only a section of that category. 

There has been an understandable bias in the study of 
foreign policy towards the examination of 'great events' and 
major crises, to the neglect of the more regular but less crucial 
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aspects of international relations. In a crisis, facing an urgent 
and fundamental decision, or under the threat of war, all the 
advantages are with the executive. Time is at a premium, 
central control most necessary; national security at stake, and 
national unity likely to be strongest. Non-crisis decisions are like
ly to follow a different pattern. 'When there is time for planning 
there is time for disagreement'; and disagreement 'spreads the 
area of involvement toward all individuals who possess or 
represent resources that would improve the positions of the 
initial combatants' .159 National security is not at stake to the 
same extent in different foreign policy decisions - indeed, in 
some it is hardly at stake at all. The foreign policy area needs, 
therefore, to be further divided into a number of subsectors. 

The field may broadly be divided into three levels. At the 
highest (the most studied level) values relevant to the whole 
society are at stake. National unity is therefore likely to be 
strongest - or, if there is disagreement, dissent is likely to be 
most fundamental. At this level, therefore, the executive is 
likely to dominate and the influence of the domestic process 
to be most minimal- unless public support for policy breaks 
down. At the middle level, of 'normal' relations and regular 
transactions, the values most directly at stake are those of 
sections of society, of interested groups. The influence of such 
groups, the likelihood and the potential for disagreement and 
manceuvring both within the executive and outside it, is 
therefore likely to be considerably higher. The presence of 
conflicting interests in many such issues will limit the influence 
of anyone group, and create a pattern of policy-making not 
unlike that which holds in domestic politics. At the lowest level 
(of, for instance, relations with distant countries with which 
few domestic interests are involved) relatively few domestic 
values are at stake; and the process of policy-making is there
fore likely to be dominated by the relevant section of the execu
tive, or by that section in conjunction with the few domestic 
interests involved.160 

At the highest level all aspects offoreign policy will be hand
led in a similar fashion by similar actors. Being seen to involve 
values relevant to the whole society, they will involve the 
highest political leadership and arouse interest across the whole 
domestic political elite. Most of the issues dealt with at this 
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level, from the nature of the case, will be military threats to 
national security, or will involve a major military element; 
though a central economic threat to a country particularly 
dependent on a staple export, or a major non-military inter
national commitment (such as a government decision to enter 
the E.E.C., for instance), may also be seen at this level. At 
the middle level, however, a considerable degree of autonomy 
may be discerned for particular subsectors. In many developed 
democratic states the external aspects of agricultural policy 
are dealt with by a distinctive set of actors, in comparative 
isolation from other areas of foreign policy.161 Similarly, trade 
policy is often a semi-autonomous sector, decided between the 
business organisations and the trade ministry. The disarma
ment sector is marked by relatively clear boundaries and rela
tive insulation from the other aspects of Soviet-American 
relations; and it is in the interest of both governments that 
this should be SO.162 At the lowest level policy may be made in 
almost complete isolation from other considerations, though 
within the overall framework of national foreign policy object
ives; either because of the 'technical and bureaucratic' methods 
which Carl Friedrich sees as characterising this level, or 
because of the ability of those few interested parties to agree 
on policy without wider considerations being brought to bear .163 

There is, then, a discernible domestic process in foreign 
policy-making, the pattern of which varies from sector to 
sector and level to level. In most countries it remains pre
eminently an executive process, in which non-executive ele
ments play only a limited and subsidiary role. But the extent 
of executive dominance is variable; and even here, in the 
strongest bastion of executive control, one can discern a process 
of 'creeping pluralism, that is, the gradual growth of political 
groups especially concerned with the protection and pro
motion of particular interests'.164 Even in areas where the 
executive retains unchallenged control of policy, domestic 
factors exert a clear restraint. If elite opinion and organised 
groups are unable to exert direct pressure on policy in the short 
term, if party pressure and parliamentary activity are unable 
to control immediate decisions, their influence in the long
term is considerable. The policy-maker is ultimately dependent 
on the support of his domestic political base; if that gives way, 
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his career and his policy will collapse beneath him. In the 
long run, then, 'the climate in which the responsible and 
official officers of the Executive operate', the consensus of elite 
opinion, the acquiescence of the uninvolved public, the contin
ued approval ofinfiuential interests, set recognisable limits to the 
policy-maker's freedom of action.I6S The cultivation of domestic 
support, the provision of leadership for domestic opinion, the 
management of domestic interests, must therefore be among 
the first concerns of those who are responsible for foreign 
policy. 'Policy faces inward as much as outward, seeking to 
reconcile conflicting goals, to adjust aspirations to available 
means, and to accommodate the different advocates of these 
competing goals and aspirations to one another. It is here that 
the essence of policy-making seems to lie, in a process that is in 
its deepest sense political.'166 
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5 Crossing the Boundary 

Political relations between states are not exclusively inter
governmental, channelled neatly through embassies, foreign 
offices and ministerial contacts. The nation-state has never 
been as impermeable an entity, with boundaries as secure, as 
its apologists and theorists have argued. Interference by foreign 
governments in the internal affairs of other states is as old as 
civilisation - openly or secretly, by threat or by subsidy. 
Trading connections, marriage, personal acquaintance, 'the 
republic of letters', the fellowship of believers, have all created 
loyalties which crossed the boundaries of the nation-state. 
The modem state, with its claim to a monopoly of domestic 
authority and its demand for the undivided loyalty of its citi
zens, has never succeeded in freeing itself from the fear of 
external penetration or internal subversion; indeed the fear of 
subversion, of 'international conspiracies', masonic, ]acobin, 
Catholic,] ewish, Capitalist or Communist, has been a recurring 
factor in internal domestic politics. As we have seen, external 
policy has also been a perennial factor in domestic politics: 
the foreign expedition which makes the reputation of a politician 
or a general, the use of foreign policy issues for factional ad
vantage, the problem of mobilising and maintaining domestic 
support for a foreign policy in the face of the burdens it imposes 
or the deprivations it demands. 

Political interaction across the boundaries which govern
ments attempt to maintain between states, then, is nothing 
new. But the range and volume of cross-national transactions in 
the modem international system is of an entirely different 
order from the relatively limited and largely inter-elite con
tacts of pre-modem international society. Modem mass 
communications have created at least the veneer of a common 
international culture, and provided governments with means 
of communicating directly with foreign populations - if 
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necessary, through radio, without their own government's 
consent. Mass literacy, the cinema, radio and television, 
the circulation of journals and the exchange of literature, 
have enormously expanded popular awareness of the world 
beyond each nation's boundaries - of foreign governments 
and peoples, of foreign living standards, fashions and discon
tents: standards of comparison for domestic demands, or 
habits to be imitated within the domestic context. The advent 
of mass international travel, for business, study, above all for 
tourism, is making it increasingly difficult for governments 
to insulate their citizens from these foreign influences. The 
growth of a global economy, in which not only materials and 
completed manufactures but also components, capital and 
labour flow to and fro across state boundaries in an intricate 
and delicate pattern of interdependence which national 
governments neither control nor fully understand, has similarly 
blurred the distinction between the national and the inter
national in the modern state system. 

Political scientists have been slow to examine these linkages, 
or to absorb their significance into their organisation of political 
phenomena. The frameworks used to conceptualise national 
and international politics still largely accept the sharp bound
aries between a state and its environment postulated by 
Plato or Hobbes, even while these boundaries become fainter 
and fainter. To a considerable degree we are 'the prisoners of 
our own concepts', reluctant to turn our attention to foreign 
policy and transnational phenomena because they do not fit 
into the traditional categories.lG7 Our view may be further 
distorted, particularly as we apply our conceptual models to 
the 'non-Western' world, by our 'biased sample of political 
systems' and our limited model of the international system - of 
political systems as stable and orderly states with adequate 
resources for their needs, and of the international system as 
disorderly and unstable, both drawn from the historical 
experience of the European world. lGS Yet 'almost every day 
incidents are reported that defy the principles of sovereignty'. 169 

The World Council of Churches offers support to groups 
working to transform the internal politics of South Mrica. 
The European Human Rights Commission admits complaints 
by the Scandinavian governments against the Greek govern-
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ment's treatment of political prisoners, by East Mrican Asians 
against the British government's denial of their entry. Belgian 
dockers pledge their support for British dockers against threat
ened diversion of trade during a strike. The Soviet premier 
visits Egypt to press upon its government conditions for 
his country's continued economic and military support - and 
so on. A small, but growing, number of students of domestic 
and international politics have therefore turned to the examina
tion of these cross-national linkages. 

Several writers have explored the social characteristics of 
non-governmental interhational contacts. Raymond Aron 
has described the development of 'transnational societies' in 
several historical international systems: a society which 
'flourishes in proportion to the freedom of exchange, migration 
or communication, the strength of common beliefs, the number 
of non-national organisations, and the solemnity of collective 
ceremonies' allowed or encouraged by national governments.170 
Chadwick Alger has applied Almond and Coleman's model 
of political systems to 'the international society of individuals' 
constituted by those 'national officials who engage in face-to
face contact with officials of other nations and members of 
secretariats of international organisations' - so stressing the 
role of international organisations in developing the primitive 
institutions of this society.171 Karl Deutsch and a number of 
other scholars have examined the growth of political communi
ties above the national level, of the disappearance (as between 
Canada and the United States in the nineteenth century) of 
the expectation of possible future conflict, and of the further 
institutionalisation of this sense of community into successful 
and unsuccessful attempts at federation.172 This in its turn 
has generated a considerable school of integration and inter
action studies. There remain, however, a good many gaps 
in the application of these concepts to the activities of cross
national groups and to the nature of particular relationships. 

The international corporation as a cross-national entity is now 
attracting considerable attention from economists and political 
scientists.173 Other non-governmental organisations have as 
yet attracted a good deal less academic study. Churches, for 
instance, have a natural involvement in foreign policy, because 
of the global pretensions of most religions and the international 
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links which most churches maintain; so that when Baptists are 
persecuted in the U.S.S.R., Catholics in Poland, or Jews in 
Iraq, their fellow-believers are aroused and interested. Inter
national federations of a wide range of promotional groups, 
concerned with aid, minority rights, the prevention of slavery 
or the status of women, hold consultative status with public 
international organisations, and co-ordinate their attempts 
to influence the policies of their own governments and to 
lobby the representatives of other states. The influence of most 
of these organisations may be minimal, or may be effective 
only on the marginal issues of international politics; but the 
impact of some of them, offor instance the private aid organisa
tion on the politics of recipient states and on their own 
governments' attitudes to economic developments, would 
surely repay further study.174 

The work of James Rosenau has provided some valuable 
theoretical concepts for the study of cross-national linkages, 
already widely influential among American and European 
scholars.175 His classification of the different types of linkage 
processes identifies three basic types of cross-national link
ages: the penetrative, the reactive and the emulative. 'A 
penetrative process occurs when members of one polity 
serve as participants in the political processes of another', 
whether the outside participants be an occupying army (the 
most extreme case), members of a foreign aid mission, repre
sentatives of an international organisation, businessmen from 
international companies, foreign and clandestine subversives, 
or members of foreign political parties or churches with dom
estic links.176 The reactive process is the direct opposite to 
this deliberate intervention of external actors in domestic 
politics: the pattern of domestic responses to external actions 
which were not primarily intended to influence domestic 
politics, or which were not intended to influence domestic 
politics in the direction indicated by the response. A simple 
example of the unintended and unanticipated response would 
be the impact of Russian satellite development on the American 
educational system; of responses taking an unintended direction, 
hostile or nationalist reactions to a foreign aid programme. 
The emulative process 'is a special form of the reactive type', 
when the response is not only triggered off by a foreign action 
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but takes essentially the same form as the foreign action. This 
is known to others as the 'demonstration' effect, a widely 
observed phenomenon in the modern world, in which student 
demonstrators or protesting farmers imitate their fellows in 
other countries, in which waves of hijackings, kidnappings, 
even self-immolation, sweep across much of the world, or in 
which issues such as law and order are raised in one country 
and rapidly taken up elsewhere. 

A number of essays on particular patterns oflinkage relation
ships suggest the possibilities for further study.177 Two longer 
studies of the special case of Germany examine in some detail 
the patterns and structures of interaction between intra-German. 
and international politics, emphasising the extent to which 
within a divided country 'the two antagonistic systems at 
once stand off from and penetrate each other' .178 But in 
general the potential in this area, again, is much greater than 
the achievement so far. One hopes that more detailed case 
studies are projected or are under way. 

The problem of sovereignty - of states' control over their 
national boundaries, and of their claim to supreme authority 
within those boundaries - recurs here. Most of those engaged 
in the study of linkages are agreed on the need to redefine 
sovereignty in relative terms. Karl Deutsch suggests that we 
would do better to 'describe sovereignty as an intensive type 
of autonomy': a relatively high ability to resist the impact of 
external events, and so to control the making ofinternal policy.179 
It follows from this that some states are more sovereign than 
others - that weaker states could be more accurately described, 
for instance, as 'pockets of semi-autonomy'. 'The smaller the 
human and material resources of a state the greater are the 
difficulties it must surmount if it is to maintain any valid 
political options at all and, in consequence, the smaller the 
state the less viable it is as a genuinely independent member of 
the international community.'180 States which are deficient 
in internal resources, or which lack sufficient internal stability 
to resist external participation in their political processes, 
form penetrated systems. 

The clearest examples of penetrated systems are to be found 
in the developing world.181 But developed states, with sufficient 
resources to maintain their autonomy in most areas, may 
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constitute partially penetrated systems in specific areas of 
weakness. This is, for instance, the position of Western Euro
pean countries in defence, in which their lack of adequate 
resources allows the United States to playa predominant role. 
Deutsch points out that there is an element of voluntariness in 
the acceptance or rejection of external penetration. Reduction 
of foreign trade (or even attempts at complete autarchy), 
restriction of foreign travel and foreign visitors, campaigns 
against 'cosmopolitans' or a xenophobic atmosphere can 
preserve for, say, Albania or Burma more control over their 
internal affairs than other countries of their size.182 But the 
rarity of such cases in the modern international system suggests 
that the advantages to be gained from accepting international 
links often outweigh the risks or subversion they bring with 
them; so that, for instance, the Communist suspicion of Western 
capitalists gives way little by little to the encouragement of 
foreign tourism in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, as the 
attraction of the foreign exchange they bring with them grows 
stronger. 

Few of these concepts have yet entered the common dis
course of political science, or been absorbed into the texts 
of student courses. Foreign policy indeed, in spite of the growing 
literature of academic study, is still something of 'a no man's 
land - neglected not because students of politics have thought 
the topic unimportant but because the divisions between the 
two fields have tended to foster this neglect' .183 It is still accept
able in comparative politics to discuss and classify political 
systems with reference only to their internal institutions and 
culture, without considering the significance of their differing 
external situations. It is still acceptable to treat national 
boundaries, for purposes of political analysis, as for practical 
purposes crossed only by governmental decisions under govern
mental control; even though, in the Atlantic area particularly 
but also in the Communist system and in the developing 
world, the boundary between national and international 
behaviour is becoming less and less distinct. In the last few 
years, 'as political scientists have become increasingly con
cerned with the adaptation and transformation of political 
systems • • • there has been an increasing tendency to focus 
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on the interaction of whole political systems with their domestic 
and international environments, since it is at this level that it 
becomes possible to explain political change'.184 This essay 
has attempted to introduce and illustrate some of the academic 
approaches to the study of this interaction. It is to be hoped 
that it will encourage further study. 
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